l ^^^^^ ^^^^ 

rW^ ( ixea surface and coupled to said 

: g stylus provides the ability / 

of «, •/ , ability to -track said motion capabilities 
- f Said StylUS * appropriate!/ placed sensors. 


10 


15 


20 


REMARKS 


m i„„ k • 2 " Applicant Wreciates the Examiner noting the 
misnumberinq of the Haimc * •> ■ 3 cne 

claims. Applicant has canceled these 


2. The Examiner has stated that feedback means 
generating force must be shown -an 

feature must be canceled from the claim. Applicant 
respectfully submits that feedback means are shown. 

FIG 1 , h APPliC3nt firSt tUrns the examiner's attention to 
FIG. 1 showing computer 34. Turning to FIG. 3A, the main 
command loop responds to the host computer and runs repeatedly 

1 F T (S6e SP6CifiCati - — 10 , lines 19 _ 

2D FIG. 3A also illustrates how the feedback means 
operates, that is " fi] f force reflection is supported, these 
commands will aIso include reporting ^ £qt J> ^ 

single 3 oint, setting the resistance of any single jo Jt and 

ocking or unlocking the joint,. (Specification page ^ 
lines 17-20) . F s X - L ' 

tho „ • ^ fUrtheranCe of Pointing out to the Examiner that 
the drawings do indeed show the claimed feedback means 
Applicant has discovered language in the Specification which 

delete" ""^ ^ ^ — ^ ^ ^ erroneously 
deleted. Applicant has amended the Specification to eliminate 
the two places on page 13 where it was erroneously stated £ 
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25 


30 


35 


force-reflecting hardware is not shown th at . • 

x». h™. APPllcant jti \ l ™ n: : h r 

used t-n arvm *= tension spring 56 which is 

current to , ' " ^ « -lectrid 

current to certain types of me tal alloys springs 56, they act 

s actu t ors . The specification further states" " [f]o rI 
applied for example, by added tension in the joints which is 
xn Proportion to the force being applied by the user and in 
conjunction with the image of the screen,. Accordingly 
Applicant respectfully avers thar t-hoc„ ^ 

any new matter. " amendments d ° not add 


Moreover, on page 13, lines 13-25 describe the 
means for feedback involving feedback signals or feedback 
40 information. The means for transmission of those signals is 
shown in FIG. !. Applicant has fuUy * 

carrying out the invention that i c, ■ 

° n ' Cftat ls ' adding tension in the 

joints . 


45 


50 


55 


, . . „ AS 37 C " F - R - X - 83 sta tes, "conventional features 
disclosed in the description and claims, where their detailed 
1 ustration is not essential for a proper understanding of 
he invention, should be ill ustrated in tne d 9 
form of a graphical symbol or a labeled representation." By 
pointing out the block diagram of the computer 34 the 
algorithms of FIG. 3A, force generators 13A, l 3 B,'l 6A 16B 
XSA and 19B and springs 54, App l icant respectfuUy ^ 
that Applicant has complied with 37 C.F.R. !. 83 and that the 
Examiner's objection thereunder has been overcome. 

U s r no 3 ' ^ EXaminer haS re ^ted Claims 24 under 35 
to ; ef l \ •r C ° nd Paragraph - A ^ licant ^s amended Claim 24 
to reflect its proper dependency and thus has provided "said 
remote control unit" with an antecedent basis 
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4 - The Examiner has reiect^H n = • 
U-S.C. 112 four-t-h , re 3 e cted Claim 22 under 35 

"-15, 18 ^'^r?" h " " j "" d Clai "» »• 

* ucivis, u.s. Patent No. 4 5<n nn * -, ■ 
respectfully traverses. -4,593,470. Applicant 

been lost in fin™ u ' They mav hav e 

^pncant ^r:::; 0 „ jectlOM , 

Claims l and i, ! ^ A ^ lic ^ has amended 

. 1 12 ln two to more clearly define the 

nve t on. ^ ^ V ne th e 

-fleet more clearly that the stylus locative signal is 
n eractxve and is generated on command by the ue See 
' llM8 30 " 33 th -^ page 8, lines l- 8 . Second Ll ^ 

has added language to elabor-;,t-« u Second ' Applicant 

of the stylus " 1 '° elab ° rate ° n what is meant by "position 
tiie stylus." Applicant has amended Claims l and 1? ro 

include that the means supportable on a f , 

the user the abilitv * n SUrfaCe Prides 

r cne ability to manipulate the orientation and 

stylus no »- orientation and location of the 

Dreqpr . P slclon - T hus, this amendment does not 

apparatus and . fixsd s „ fioe , „ ^ ^ 
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Applicant respectfully submits that while Davies shows a 
stylus for use with a computer, Davies does not show, teach or 
suggest several features claimed in independent Claims 1 and 
12, and thus does not anticipate the present invention. 

First, Applicant respectfully submits that Davies 
does not disclose, teach or suggest an interactive device. -J 
The stylus locative signal of the present invention is 
provided to the computer on command. Such provides the 
ability of the user to move the cursor on the computer display 
apparatus, for example. Contrarily, in Davies, there is no 
means provided for interactivity of the user with the 
computer. The stylus is simply guided along the surface of an 
object and the location of the tip of the stylus is reported 
to the computer. When the tip is in contact with the surface, 
the position of the tip is reported. Because Davies provides ~| 
no ability for interactivity, Applicant respectfully submits 
that in this regard, Davies does not anticipate the present 
invention. 

Second, Davies does not show that the means for 
supporting the stylus provides the user the ability to 
manipulate the orientation and location of the stylus in 
three-dimensional space. Davies only discloses a stylus to 

trace along the surface of an object. Column 3, lines_ 4 9-51 

The stylus apparatus which Davies describes could not be used 
to carry out the elements of the claims of the present 
invention. That is, the configuration shown in Davies could 
not provide "a user the ability to manipulate the orientation 
and location of said stylus in three-dimensional space." 

Davies discloses a completely different application 
of a support apparatus and stylus than that claimed by 
Applicant. Davies describes an articulated arm 16 having 
three or four degrees of rotational freedom which only when in 
contact the two-dimensional surface of three dimensional 
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objects within a working volume, provides a signal to the 
computer display. Column 4, lines 8-12 and Column 4, line 5! 
(Also see Column 4, lines 18-23 and line 31., Because Davies ' 
only contemplated tracing along the two-dimensional surface of 
a three-dimensional object, Davies did not contemplate 
providing the support means with the "ability to manipulate 
the orientation and location of said stylus in three- 
dimensional space" as claimed in Claims 1 and 12. 

In reviewing the Davies reference, it is clear that 
Davies did not contemplate a need to provide information in 
the form of a stylus locative signal about the orientation and 
location of the stylus, that is, its position. Davies is only 
concerned with tracing the two-dimensional surface of an 
object, and therefore Davies did not need to consider the 
orientation of the stylus. 

In the present application, however, as discussed 
in the Specification, page 5, lines 16-18, "the stylus is 
moved through space by the user to designate to the computer 
how or where to move the cursor on a computer display 
apparatus." The position or orientation of the stylus is 
necessary in commanding the computer to place or move the 
cursor in conjunction with a three-dimensional graphics 
program and provide the claimed interactivity. Davies simply 
provides a device for reporting the coordinates of a two- 
dimensional surface to a computer and does not even provide a 
teaching of the need for a device as claimed in the present 
application. Three or four degrees of rotation freedom as 
described by Davies does not provide a sufficient number of 
degrees of freedom to carry out the present invention and thus 
does not provide a teaching of the present invention. 

One way to look at the difference between the 
present invention and the Davies device is to imagine that you 
were to manipulate a stylus to control a simulated screwdriver 


354877.01 


-8- 


Attomey Docket No. 10369-900100 
Serial No. 08/092,974 


in a virtual environment (for training astronauts to repair 
satellites, for example) . With the Davies device you could 
control the position of the virtual screwdriver but you could 
not control the orientation of the virtual screwdriver. In 
other words, you could not tilt the stylus to line up to the 
screwdriver with the angle of the screw. Also, you could not 
spin the stylus to screw in the screw. In other words, the 
Davies device would be completely useless for this 
application. 

There is a very clear distinction between the 
present invention and the Davies reference. Aside from the 
fact that the technologies have entirely different purposes, 
Davies does not so much as contemplate a need to provide the 
stylus with a sufficient number of degrees of freedom to allow 
a user to manipulate its orientation and location in three- 
dimensional space. Davies only discloses three and four 
degrees of freedom. Davies makes no suggestion as to five of 
six degrees of freedom, nor would such be obvious from the 
Davies disclosure because no need is articulated. Because the 
present invention could not be carried out with a limited 
number of degrees of freedom in that the stylus could not 
rotate along its axis, Davies teaches away from the present 
invention . 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that 
Applicant has overcome the Examiner's rejections of Claims 1- 
4, 7, 8, 12-15, 18, 19 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and 
therefore respectfully requests their allowance. 

7. The Examiner has rejected Claims 23, 25, and 
26 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). Applicant has canceled these 
claims . 

8-9. The Examiner has rejected Claims 5, 6, 17 and 
24 under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Davies as 
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9 

applied to Claims 1, 12 and 21 above, and in further view of 
IBM Technical Disclosure Bulletin, "Foot -Operated Mouse", Vol 
28, No. 11, April 1986, page 4763. Claim 24 has been 
canceled. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

Claims 5, 6 and 17 are dependent upon allowable 
Claims 1 and 12, and thus Claims 5, 6 and 17 are allowable 
Because Davies does not teach an interactive device capable of 
bexng manipulated in three-dimensional space, the combination 
of Davies with the IBM reference does not teach the subject 
matter of Claims 5, 6 and 17 and therefore these claims are 
allowable . 


Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant has 
overcome the Examiner's rejection of Claims 5, 6 and 17 and 
such allowance is respectfully requested. 

10. The Examiner has rejected Claims 9 and 20 
under 35 U.S. C. 103 as being unpatentable over Davies as 
applied to Claims 1 and 12, and further in view of Duimel, 
U.S. Patent No. 4,879,556. Applicant respectfully traverses. 

The Examiner has admitted that Davies does not 
specifically teach that resistance is provided to the motion 
of the stylus so he combines Davies with Duimel, a joystick 
reference, and argues that the combination teaching the 
present invention. Applicant respectfully submits that since 
Davies does not teach an interactive device capable of being 
manipulated in three-dimensional space, the combination of 
Davies with Duimel does not teach the subject matter of Claims 
9 and 20 and therefore these claims are allowable. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant has 
overcome the Examiner's rejection of Claims 9 and 20 and such 
allowance is respectfully requested. 
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„ 11 " The Examine r has rejected Claims 11 and 

22 under 35 U.S. c. i 03 as being unpatentable over Davies as 
applied to Claim 1 and further in view of Fisher et al 
"Virtual Environment Display System", October 23-24, 1986 all 
pages. ' 

The Examiner has admitted that Davies does not 
teach feedback means so he combines Davies with Fisher a 
virtual reality system, and argues that the combination 
teaches the present invention. Applicant respectfully submits 
that since Davies does not teach an interactive device capable 
of being manipulated in three-dimensional space, the 
combination of Davies with Duimel does not teach the subject 
matter of claims 11 and 22 and therefore these claims are 
allowable . 

Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant has 
overcome the Examiner's rejection of Claims 11 and 22 and such 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

12. Applicant has reviewed the prior art and not 
relied upon and does not find the references pertinent. 

Conclusion 

Applicant has amended Claims 1 and 12 to more 
clearly define the invention. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits that there are many elements of the 
claims which are not disclosed, suggested or taught by the 
Davies reference. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits 
that Davies does not anticipate or make Applicant's invention 
obvious . 
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Applicant respectfully submits that the present 
applxcation is in condition for allowance and such Is 
respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GRAY//cARY WARE & FREIDENRICH 
A Professional Corporation 


GRAY CARY WARE & FREIDENRICH 
A Professional Corporation 
400 Hamilton Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 
(415) 328-6561 
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